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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 31 October 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Tsuda in view of Nakamura and in further 
view of Itoh fails to disclose first, wherein there is a uniform concave gap having a size 
equal to about a minimum resolution of the photolithography between any two adjacent 
pillar-shaped bodies; and second, that because the gap between adjacent protrusions is 
as small as about 0.5 urn, a resin with a thickness of 500 nm (= 0.5 urn) applied to the 
gaps between the pillars would result in a flat gap, rather than a concavity. 

2. Examiner notes that both Applicant's arguments contradict each other. The 
minimum resolution of photolithography was found to be 0.5 urn, as presented in the 
remarks of the previous action (see Tsuda column 13, lines 1-9). Therefore, Tsuda 
discloses wherein there is a uniform concave gap having a size equal to about a 
minimum resolution of the photolithography between any two adjacent pillar-shaped 
bodies. 

3. Second, true, Tsuda indeed discloses wherein the thickness of the second resin 
is 500 nm (= 0.5 urn; see Tsuda column 10, lines 14-23). However, Applicant fails to 
consider the thickness of the first resin film 32a when alleging a resulting flat concave 
gap. Indeed, with the first resin layer having a thickness of 1 .2 urn (see Tsuda column 9, 
lines 66-67) having a gap between adjacent pillars of 0.5 urn, and having a second resin 
of thickness 500 nm (= 0.5 urn) applied within the gap, the diffuse reflector would have 



Application/Control Number: 09/957,422 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2871 

concave gaps, since the thickness of the first resin layer is double the thickness of the 
second resin layer. Therefore, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tsuda et al. (US 5,936,688) in view of Nakamura et al. (US 
5,847,789), and in further view of Itoh et al. (US 6,094,252). 

6. Regarding claim 1 , Tsuda discloses a method of manufacturing a diffusing 
reflector (see figures 2A-E and 5A-H, for instance) having processes of preparing a 
substrate (31); forming a first resin film having photosensitivity (32a) on said substrate 
(31); providing a gathering of adjacent pillar-shaped bodies (32b) isolated from each 
other through patterning (33) of said resin film (32a) with the photolithography; 
deforming gently (32c) said adjacent pillar-shaped bodies (32b) through a reflow 
(column 10, lines 8-11); forming an uneven surface layer (37) having the maximum 
inclination angle of under 12° (see Fig. 2B) by coating said gently deformed pillar- 
shaped bodies (32c) and covering with a second resin (34a) open flat spaces (34a) 
located between said isolated adjacent pillar-shaped bodies (32b), thereby minimizing 
an occurrence of a flat surface area on said substrate (37); and forming a metal film (36) 
on gathering of said gently deformed uneven surface layer (34c), wherein (see 



Application/Control Number: 09/957,422 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2871 

Response to Arguments) said first resin film is patterned by straight connected lines that 
form a continuous polygonal pattern (column 17, lines 32-36), said straight lines 
providing a continuous and substantially uniform gap between said polygonal pillar- 
shaped bodies thereby forming a rectilinear honeycomb-like pattern, said gap having a 
size equal to about a minimum resolution of said photolithography (column 13, lines 1- 
9), and a thickness of the second resin (34a) is about 500 nm (column 10, lines 14-23). 
However, Tsuda does not expressly disclose wherein there is located one concave gap 
between any two adjacent isolated pillar-shaped bodies, or wherein the upper end 
portions of said any two adjacent isolated pillar-shaped bodies are higher than a lower 
end portion of said one concave gap in the thickness direction of the diffusing reflector. 

7. Regarding claim 1 , Nakamura discloses a method of manufacturing a diffuse 
reflector (see figures 1 and 2, for instance), includes steps of coating said gently 
deformed pillar-shaped bodies (4, 5) and covering with a second resin (6) open flat 
spaces (d3) located between said isolated pillar-shaped bodies (4, 5) to form one 
concave gap (d3) between any two adjacent isolated pillar-shaped bodies (4, 5), 
thereby minimizing an occurrence of a flat surface area on said substrate (2); and 
forming a metal film (7) on gathering of said gently deformed uneven surface layer (6). 

8. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the step of Nakamura in the method of Tsuda. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to gain good polarizing performance while 
obtaining diffusion properties to enhance the display, as taught by Nakamura (column 8, 
lines 21-27). 
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9. Regarding claim 1 , Itoh discloses a method of manufacturing a diffuse reflector 
(see figure 5F, for instance), wherein the upper end portions of said any two adjacent 
isolated pillar-shaped bodies (7a) are higher than a lower end portion of said one 
concave gap (low portions of layer 8) in the thickness direction of the diffusing reflector. 

1 0. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the structure of Itoh in the method of Tsuda in view of 
Nakamura. The motivation for doing so would have been to realize a high quality LCD 
capable of conducting a bright display without any effect of parallax, as exemplified by 
Itoh (column 13, lines 15-18). Claim 1 is therefore unpatentable. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 2, Tsuda in view of Nakamura and in further view of Itoh 
discloses a method of manufacturing a diffusing reflector as claimed in claim 1 (see 
figures 2A-E and 5A-H, for instance), wherein said maximum inclination angle is about 
10° (Fig. 2B). Claim 2 is therefore unpatentable. 

12. Regarding claim 4, Tsuda in view of Nakamura and in further view of Itoh 
discloses a method of manufacturing a diffusing reflector as claimed in claim 1 (see 
figures 2A-E and 5A-H, for instance), wherein said reflow process is a heat treatment 
under the temperature of about 220° C (column 1 0, lines 1 2-1 3). Claim 4 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

1 3. Regarding claim 5, Tsuda in view of Nakamura and in further view of Itoh 
discloses a method of manufacturing a diffusing reflector as claimed in claim 1 (see 
figures 2A-E and 5A-H, for instance), wherein gathering of polygonal pillar-shaped 
bodies (32c; column 17, lines 32-36) isolated each other by the divided patterning of 
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said resin film (34a) by said photolithography is provided. Claim 5 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NATHANAEL R. BRIGGS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8992. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM - 5:30 PM Monday 
through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Nelms can be reached on (571) 272-1787. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Nathanael Briggs 
1/26/2009 

/Andrew Schechter/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2871 



